


F. PUBLIC HEARING - TEXT AMENDMENT, TEMPORARY
HEALTH CARE DWELLINGS *
FILE: 2621-16-20
APPLICANT: City Wide
LOCATION: City of Shoreview

6. MISCELLANEOUS

A. City Council Meeting Assignments for August 1st, 2016 and August 15th, 2016
Planning Commissioners Peterson and Thompson

7. ADJOURNMENT
* These agenda items require City Council action. The Planning Commission will hold a hearing,

obtain public comment, discuss the application and forward a recommendation to the City
Council. The City Council will consider these items at their regular meetings which are held on
the 1st or 3rd Monday of each month. For confirmation when an item is scheduled at the City
Council, please check the City's website at www.shoreviewmn.gov or contact the Planning
Department at 651-490-4682 or 651-490-4680.
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SHOREVIEW PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING MINUTES

June 28, 2016

CALL TO ORDER

Chair Doan called the June 28, 2016 Shoreview Planning Commission meeting to order
at 7:00 p.m.

ROLL CALL

The following Commissioners were present: Chair Doan; Commissioners Ferrington, McCool,
Peterson, Solomonson, and Wolfe.

Commissioner Thompson was absent.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

MOTION: by Commissioner Peterson, seconded by Commissioner Ferrington to approve
the June 28, 2016 Planning Commission meeting agenda as presented.

VOTE: Ayes - 6 Nays - 0

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

MOTION: by Commissioner Solomonson Peterson, seconded by Commissioner McCool to
approve the May 24, 2016 Planning Commission meeting minutes, as presented.

VOTE: Ayes - 5 Nays - 0 Abstain - 1 (Ferrington)

Commissioner Ferrington abstained, as she did not attend the May 24, 2016 meeting.

REPORT ON CITY COUNCIL ACTIONS

City Planner Kathleen Castle

The following items were approved by the City Council as recommended by the Planning
Commission:
• Conditional Use Permit - Matthew & Rachel Karel, 863 Tanglewood Drive
• Rezoning - Max Segler - Sunview Court
• Site and Building Plan Review/Comprehensive Sign Plan - North American Banking/Sidal

Realty Corporation - 4XX West Highway 96
• Site and Building Plan Review - Stephen LaLiberte - 1080 W. County Road E
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NEW BUSINESS

PUBLIC HEARING - PRELIMINARY PLAT

FILE NO.: 2620-16-19
APPLICANT: EAGLE RIDGE PARTNERS
LOCATION: 4000 LEXINGTON/1005 GRAMSIE/1020, 1050, 1080 COUNTY

ROAD F

Presentation by City Planner Kathleen Castle

Eagle Ridge Partners has submitted a preliminary plat to replat the Shoreview Corporate Center.
The new plat makes minor property boundaries adjustments to better align parking for the
buildings and readjust impervious surface coverage for each parcel. The Corporate Center
consists of 5 buildings totaling 533,000 square feet of office, warehouse and manufacturing
space. The challenges facing the Center are lack of sufficient parking and the condition of 1005
Gramsie Road that is under renovation. The City allows on-street parking which provides 92
parking spaces.

The property consists of 34.6 acres and is platted as four parcels. Adjacent land uses are high
and medium density residential, tower and commercial. Arden Hills is immediately to the west.
Currently, there are dedicated easements for ponding, flowage, roadway and utilities and will be
required to remain in place. A Declaration of Easements, Restrictions, Covenants and
Conditions will allocate parking for each building. Shared parking is allowed, but tenants are
encouraged to park on their own lot.

Lot 3 requires a higher parking ratio because of the building has an Office use. Eagle Ridge
plans to renovate the building on Lot 4 and find a tenant whose parking requirements do not
exceed what is provided on the property. Parking on the other parcels will not be impacted by
minor changes to lot boundaries. With the lot line changes and proposed improvements there
will be an increase in overall impervious surface coverage slightly from 73.7% to 74.2%. The
maximum allowed is 75%.

Notice was published in the City’s legal newspaper, and property owners within 350 feet were
notified of the proposal. Arden Hills was also notified and responded stating the city has no
concerns. No other concerns have been expressed. The proposal is consistent with the
Subdivision Code, Development Code and PUD. Staff is recommending the application be
forwarded to the City Council with a recommendation of approval, subject to the conditions
listed in the staff report.

Commissioner Solomonson noted the building to be renovated is for warehouse and office use.
Warehouse use requires much less parking. He asked if warehouse use might no longer exist
after renovation. Ms. Castle agreed that is possible, but the City will want to make sure there is
adequate parking on-site. The building use will be determined by a prospective tenant. The
developer has stated that a new tenant will be one that has adequate parking with what is
provided. It is unlikely that a tenant would choose the location if parking is insufficient.
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Commissioner McCool asked if there was any discussion about not replatting but only amending
the Declarations and Covenants, as shared parking is already provided. Ms. Castle responded
that with the improvements proposed, staff requested as much compliance as possible, which led
to readjusting lot lines and a new plat.

Commissioner Ferrington noted that after readjustment to lot lines two parcels will still exceed
the amount of impervious surface allowed. She asked if there was discussion about using pavers
for parking space to decrease the amount of impervious surface. Ms. Castle stated that budget
limitations do not allow the use of pavers.

Commissioner Peterson asked the applicant to comment on the parking being allowed for Land
O’Lakes in Arden Hills.

The City Attorney stated that he has reviewed all documentation and the public hearing is in
order.

Chair Doan opened the public hearing.

Ms. Kris Harris, Eagle Ridge Partners, explained, in response to Commissioner Peterson, that
the reconstruction on Lexington is causing parking issues on the Land O’Lakes campus in Arden
Hills. As part of Land O’Lakes is located in the Shoreview Corporate Center, Eagle Ridge was
approached to provide temporary parking through the construction period. She stated that the
reason to replat and change lot lines is an effort to align the property size to the parking ratios
required by the different buildings in the Center when fully occupied.

Commissioner Solomonson asked if there will be sufficient parking when all the space is leased.
Ms. Harris stated that with the renovation of the building at 1005 Gramsie, it is understood that
there is not enough parking for full office development. The developer is seeking a tenant that
will find sufficient parking with what is provided.

Commissioner McCool asked if parking will be assigned. Ms. Harris stated that it is expected
that parking will be closest to the facility being used. If there is not enough parking, vehicles
will park in adjacent lots. The Declarations allow for this shared parking. She is not planning
signage requiring parking in certain areas.

Chair Doan asked the condition of the building at 1005 Gramsie, and what the developer sees for
potential use of the building. Ms. Harris stated that the building has been vacant for over eight
years. The site will be redeveloped to alleviate conditions to better attract a user. The building is
planned for mixed use with warehouse, office and manufacturing.

There were no comments or questions from the public. Chair Doan closed the public hearing.

Commissioner Ferrington encouraged the developer to reconsider and use some type of pervious
surface for some of the parking as an example to the community.
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Commissioners expressed their support of this application of straight forward improvements.

MOTION: by Commissioner Peterson, seconded by Commissioner Solomonson to
recommend the City Council approve the preliminary plat submitted by Eagle
Ridge Partners for the Shoreview Corporate Center, (4000 Lexington Avenue,
1005 Gramsie Road and 1020/1050/1080 County Road F). Said approval is
subject to the following:

Preliminary Plat
1. The approval permits minor adjustments to the lots within the plat to better align the parking

needs for the development and adjust impervious surface coverage for each lot.
2. The Declaration of Easements, Restrictions, Covenants and Conditions shall be amended to

reflect the changes in the parking provided for each lot within the Plat. This Declaration shall
be submitted to the City Attorney for review and approval prior to the release of the Final Plat.
Executed and recorded copies of the Declaration shall be submitted to the City.

3. Drainage and Utility Easements shall be dedicated over the stormwater ponding areas and as
required by the Public Works Director.

4. Prior to submittal of the Final Plat application, an analysis by a licensed Architect shall be completed
for the 1005 Gramsie Road building to determine compliance to the Building Code. This analysis
shall be submitted to the Building Official for review and approval.

This approval is based on the following findings of fact:

1. The proposed land use is consistent with the designated business park land use in the
Comprehensive Plan.

2. The proposed subdivision complies with the subdivision standards identified in the City’s
Development Code and is consistent with the approved PUD.

VOTE: Ayes - 6 Nays - 0

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN REVIEW / VARIANCE

FILE: 2619-16-18
APPLICANT: JAYME BRISCH/WILLET REMODELING
LOCATION: 3275 OWASSO HEIGHTS ROAD

Presentation by Senior Planner Rob Warwick

This application is for the purpose of constructing improvements to the existing one-story home
on the subject property. The proposal seeks to add a 624 square foot second story on the existing
house and add 576 square feet to the rear of this single story house. The property is a non-
riparian lot zoned R-1, Detached Residential. The lot is substandard with 8,401 square feet of
area, which is less than the minimum required of 10,000 square feet; and the 50-foot lot width is
less than the required 75 feet. Therefore, the property is subject to the design standards adopted
by the City.
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Two variances are requested. The proposed expansion exceeds the existing 1600 square foot
foundation area by 17 feet, which requires a variance. The proposal results in approximately
1345 square feet of living space on the main floor and a total of approximately 2000 square feet
with the second floor addition. The proposal complies with all setback requirements except the
north lot line. The additions would have a 5-foot setback from the north lot line, the existing
setback of the house. This is less than the 10-foot minimum and requires a variance. The house
to the north is just over 6 feet from the lot line which makes the distance between the two houses
approximately 12 feet. There is a detached garage of 240 square feet, which the applicant wishes
to retain.

The applicant states that practical difficulty exists with the location and dimensions of the
existing house. The improvements are intended to enlarge and modernize the existing small
house. To use the same width for the addition requires using the existing setback.

Staff supports reinvestment in the property and finds the proposal to be consistent with the Land
Use and Housing Chapters of the Comprehensive Plan. Practical difficulty does exist with the
substandard lot size and small house built in the 1920s. A setback of 5 feet was common when
this neighborhood was developed. The neighborhood has a mix of housing styles and ages. It is
unlikely that the character of the neighborhood would be impacted.

However, staff has concerns about the design and potential impacts. There are a number of
issues that support denying the variance requests. On substandard riparian lots an existing side
setback of 5 feet can be reused if the expansion is a single story. Staff believes a single story
addition would be more in line with the intent of the Code and would have less impact. A larger
building mass should comply with code, a 10-foot minimum setback. The design of a shed roof
keeps the height low but places the roof peak 5 feet from the lot line. A large wall effect will
result on the north elevation. The applicant states larger costs for an addition that does not use a
‘nominal’ dimension, but staff believes that economic circumstances alone do not show practical
difficulty.

Property owners within 350 feet were notified of the proposal. Two comments were received in
support of the project. Three comments were received expressing concern about visual impact.
Staff recommends tabling the application for revisions.

Commissioner McCool noted a discrepancy between staff’s impervious surface calculation and
what is shown on the survey. Mr. Warwick explained that code does not require the retaining
wall and deck to be included in the calculation which is the difference.

Commissioner Ferrington asked for a review of the intent of code in regard to foundation area
and lot coverage of the total lot size. Mr. Warwick stated that lot coverage on a standard lot
allows 40% impervious surface coverage. In order to retain sufficient green area on substandard
lots, the amount of impervious surface coverage is reduced. Building height and foundation area
describe architectural mass. Code requirements are an effort to keep structures proportional to
the lot size. The setback requirements are generally applied throughout the R1 Detached
Residential District. On non-riparian lots, architectural mass is defined in terms of what is
compatible with the neighborhood. There is no defined housing style in this neighborhood.
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There is a large deviation in lot sizes and house sizes. The north wall of the house is
approximately 1000 square feet with three windows. It is recommended that large wall effects
not be allowed.

Commissioner Ferrington recalled another application when a second story addition was allowed
to jog in 5 feet, so that the addition setback would be in compliance with the 10-foot minimum.
She suggested that could be a potential solution.

Commissioner Solomonson asked if the addition to the back of the house could be shifted 5 feet
to comply with the 10-foot setback. Mr. Warwick stated that this has not been discussed with the
applicant, but shifting that portion and making it the two-story addition may be a better solution.

Mr. Mike Lyden, 3262 Owasso Heights Road, referred to the letter he submitted to the
Commission. His question is in regard to practical difficulty. The difficulty with the application
is one of economics. The structure will last a long time. The wall effect on the north side will
definitely impact the neighbors to the north and decrease their property value. The homes along
that side of the road will all see the two-story wall. At what point is practical difficulty equated
to cost. This is the time to move the foundation and do it right for the next hundred years.

Mr. Scott Ricks, Willet Remodeling, Applicant, stated that the reason the second story is
designed off the existing house is to gain maximum square footage. The rear addition can be
moved over to comply with the 10-foot setback, but the foundation area will still be over 1600
square feet. A second plan has been designed that would have the second story off the new
addition at the rear of the house, but that is not the preferred aesthetic. The roof was not split in
order to keep the water flowing away from the north lot line where it can be managed on the
property. Rain gardens are planned, and the applicant has applied for grants to help with those
costs. It is possible to put more windows on the north wall, but again adds to the cost. The
applicant is staying off-site during this process. Construction is already two months behind. If
the original design cannot be approved, he would request the Commission review the second
option.

Commissioner Solomonson asked the condition of the existing home and whether a new
foundation could be laid. Mr. Ricks stated that the existing foundation has been repaired and
appears to be sound. If a new foundation were done, it would add $40,000 to $60,000 to the
cost. If the second story is put on the back addition, the dimensions would be 23 x 24, and a
variance would not be needed. The nominal cost would be lost, as that would add $2,000 to
$3,000 to the project. Commissioner Solomonson asked if the new roof would be a shed roof.
Mr. Ricks explained that the current roof is a hip roof and not designed for a new addition. The
new roof would be a shed roof to alleviate any water problems.

Commissioner McCool asked if the two stories were considered on the east side. Mr. Ricks
stated that approach was considered, but there would be a loss of square footage. The preferred
option is approval of the additional 17 feet to put the addition on the existing house proposed
with a 5-foot setback; the back addition could be shifted to comply with the 10-foot setback.



7

Commissioner Solomonson stated that the big concern is the 5-foot setback to the north. He
would like to see other options presented. It is difficult to argue against a house that has been on
the property since the 1920s, but the addition should comply with the 10-foot setback
requirement.

Commissioner Peterson stated that this house is in need of reinvestment, as other houses have
been remodeled in the neighborhood. Other two-story houses, however, do not have the setback
issue. This application has been with the City only two weeks. He would support tabling the
application to take time to review design revisions to the proposal.

Commissioner McCool stated that he does not support the 5-foot setback for the addition because
of the wall view to the north. He does not want the Commission to enter into design work, but
he would like to see any revised plans for discussion. A decision cannot be made at this meeting.

Chair Doan agreed the Commission should have the revised plans to consider. Mr. Ricks
distributed copies of a revised plan that would be in full compliance by moving the expansion
over to the 10-foot setback with two stories to avoid a wall on the north side.

Chair Doan asked if the foundation area would still be an issue. Mr. Ricks stated that if the
dimensions were 24 x 23, the foundation area would be within code.

Ms. Castle stated that although a revised plan is in compliance with no requested variances, a
Residential Design Review would still be required. The plan would have to be brought back to
the Planning Commission.

Commissioner McCool stated that he likes the two story design on the older portion of the house
because it will look better. The revised design will create a wall effect in the back yard. Any
way that the north wall can be broken up with more windows or other features is what he wants
to see.

Chair Doan stated that he favors tabling the application. There are a number of different ways
the design could be presented. The Commission cannot design the plan. The applicant needs to
work with staff.

A representative from Willet Remodeling asked if there is agreement on a specific design. Chair
Doan responded that although he appreciates the concern the developer is showing for his client,
he cannot commit his support until a new plan is presented. The Commission has offered
comments and feedback.

MOTION: by Commissioner Solomonson, seconded by Commissioner Ferrington to table
the variance request to increase the allowed foundation area from 1,600 sq. ft. to
1,617 sq. ft., to reduce the side setback to 5-feet for the second floor and rear
additions, and the residential design review application submitted by Jayme
Brisch and Willet Remodeling for the property located at 3275 Owasso Heights
Road to provide the applicants the opportunity to revise their plans to better
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conform to the spirit and intent of City Code and the design standards specified in
Section 207.050(D).

Commissioner McCool offered an amendment, seconded by Commissioner Ferrington that staff
shall send a notice to the applicant extending the 60-day review period under Minnesota Statue
15.99.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT: Ayes - 6 Nays - 0

VOTE ON MOTION AS AMENDED: Ayes - 6 Nays - 0

TEMPORARY SALE/EVENT PERMIT APPLICATION*

FILE NO: 2622-16-21
APPLICANT: SHEPHERD OF THE HILLS CHURCH
LOCATION: 3920 VICTORIA STREET

Presentation by Senior Planner Rob Warwick

The applicant is seeking a permit to allow a weekly farmers’ market at the church on
Wednesdays from 3:00 to 7:00 p.m. There would be a maximum of 10 vendors with fresh
produce, flowers, baked goods and local wares. The market would take place each week from
July 6th to October 12th.

Vendors will be located in the parking area west of the church entrance. The area used by
vendors will be controlled with traffic cones. Customer access is by a driveway off Victoria
Street and a driveway off Gramsie Road. A 4- x 8-foot sign next to the vendors will announce
the event and will be displayed Tuesday afternoons through the end of the market on
Wednesday.

City permit standards include:

• No health, safety or welfare issues
• Hours can only be between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m.
• Parking and traffic safety must be considered
• One sign is allowed
• The site must be maintained and restored after the event

Staff finds that the event complies with code standards. The proposed sign must be set back a
minimum of 5 feet from the property line. It is unknown the number of customers that will be
attracted, which makes any traffic and/or parking issues also unknown.

Property owners within 350 feet were notified of the application. Three written comments were
received in support of the event. One caller objected to the church operating as a business. The
Lake Johanna Fire Department requires access to the church building. Vendors must be confined
to parking stalls with maneuvering aisles left open. Ramsey County Public Works noted that
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there is heavier traffic on Victoria. If traffic problems occur, the church needs to remain open to
altering traffic control. There is also an access off Gramsie Road. Staff does not believe that
there will be traffic issues.

Staff recommends the application be forwarded to the City Council for approval. The conditions
listed in the motion are the code requirements.

Commissioner Peterson asked what local wares includes. Mr. Warwick answered that crafts will
be sold.

Commissioner Wolfe asked the reason for the particular location on the site. Another location
would eliminate the concern by the Fire Department for access. Mr. Warwick explained that one
reason is to use access from both Victoria and Gramsie.

Ms. Miranda Oliver, Director of Operations at Shepherd of the Hills, added that the location
chosen is due to keeping fire hydrants clear for the Fire Department. There is a wide drive in
front of the church, but there are no parking spaces there. In response to Commissioner
Peterson, local wares refers to lip balm and lotion made from honey by one of the vendors.

MOTION: by Commissioner Solomonson, seconded by Commissioner Wolfe to recommend
the City Council approve the Temporary Sale/Special Event Permit application submitted by
Shepherd of the Hills Church to hold a weekly farmers market Wednesday
afternoons (3pm to 7pm) during the period July 6 – October 12. This approval is
subject to the following conditions:

1. The event shall not cause a public nuisance because of noise, air pollution, traffic
congestion or failure to properly maintain the site. The event shall comply with all
relevant building, fire and safety codes.

2. The permit is valid during the period July 6 until October 12, 2016, and authorizes one
market to be held each Wednesday.

3. The hours of operation shall be limited to 3PM until 7PM, with setup and teardown
occurring during the two hours prior to and after the event.

4. The event shall not cause a traffic hazard. The Director of Public Works is authorized to
revise the approved access and parking plan should conditions warrant changes.

5. Ample parking must be provided to accommodate expected visitors.
6. One sign is permitted for this event, and the sign area shall not exceed 32 square feet.

One temporary sign permit will be required for the season, provided the sign is removed
and reinstalled each week. The sign shall be located a minimum of 5-feet from any
property line and shall not interfere with traffic safety.

7. No structures requiring a building permit shall be permitted in association with the event
(excluding tents and temporary shelters).

8. The site shall be maintained and cleaned during the temporary event and shall be restored
to its original condition no later than 9PM each Wednesday following the sale event.

9. The Special Event Permit application may, in future years, be eligible for administrative
review and approval, subject to compliance with the conditions enumerated above.
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This approval is based on the following findings:

1. The Event complies with the standards specified in City Code.

VOTE: AYES - 6 NAYES - 0

MISCELLANEOUS

Commissioners Solomonson and Wolfe will respectively attend the July 5, 2016 and July 18,
2016 City Council meetings.

A Joint Planning Commission/Environmental Quality Committee Workshop will be held on
Wedmesday, June 29, 2016, at Oak Hill Montessori School.

ADJOURNMENT

MOTION: by Commissioner Peterson, seconded by Commisioner Solomonson, to adjourn
the meeting at 9:07 p.m.

VOTE: Ayes - 6 Nays - 0

ATTEST:

_______________________________
Kathleen Castle
City Planner





































July 21, 2016

Dear Mr. Warwick,

We attended the June 28, 2016 planning commission meeting where the variance
request for Jayme Brisch at 3275 Owasso Heights Road was discussed and denied.
We felt the city did a good job of determining and addressing concerns, including
those of neighbors, but we think more guidance should have been given to the
property owner and her builders to help them understand the main issue. We think
when they left, they felt they just needed to change the “stark commercial look” of
the north wall which will result from adding a second story and an additional 24 feet
of length to the existing house. As we can see on the newly submitted plan they’ve
attempted to break up the height with a mid-line “eyebrow” along the length of the
north wall, moved the two windows from the south side to the north side of the
addition, added another window to the second story and most importantly broken
up the wall expanse by designing the addition at the required 10 foot setback. These
changes do improve the “stark commercial look” of the wall but unfortunately miss
the main objection to this proposal. The close 5 ft. proximity of the original
foundation means that if a second story is added to the existing house there will be a
25 foot imposing wall hovering over the neighbors as they walk out their door each
day for as long as they live in their home.

Because of this concern we suggested at the meeting the consideration of moving
the foundation to the center of the lot with conforming 10 foot setbacks on north
and south sides of the house. This location would allow for a graceful 1350 square
foot 2-story house which would not have to extend deeply into the middle yard
(area between house and detached garage) thus not breaking up sight lines between
neighboring yards.

Our understanding of the law is that approval of a variance is only justified if
adherence to the ordinance would cause economic hardship. This would include
situations where the property cannot be utilized or improved according to the
ordinance without prohibitive high or unreasonable cost, e.g. the cost of the
improvement would not substantially recovered during a subsequent sale of the
property.

The builder told us they had determined a new foundation would cost ~ $50,000
and for financial concerns was not considered an option. We understand and
empathize with Ms. Brisch but also empathize with the Eric and Sue Kramer. Why
should the Kramers bear any hardship as a result of a variance approval? And why
should the potential value of the new home be compromised?

We think the city should evaluate the cost and benefits associated with a new
foundation and decide whether it actually represents a long term hardship for Ms.
Brisch.



Relocating this new house foundation within the 10’ side-lot setback requirement
would have the following benefits:

1) Provides a new full height, dry basement extending under the entire new

structure that can be utilized in the daily activities of the homeowner.

2) Adds significantly to the properly real estate value (> $30K) at time of resale.

3) Avoids crowding at the north side of the lot that will reduce 3275 property’s

aesthetic appeal and its real estate value (> $20K) at time of sale.

4) Avoids the crowding at the north side of lot that will reduce 3279 property’s

esthetic appeal real estate value (> $20K) at time of sale.

While difficult to assess precise negative real estate value impact, we think the
estimates above are approximately correct and certainly of the right order of
magnitude.

For example, there is little doubt that there will be a negative impact to both 3275
and 3279 property’s real estate value if the proposed two-story house is built too
close and the impact will not be just a few thousand dollars.

The primary reason for the side yard setback ordinance is exactly for such
situations. To ensure adjacent homes and structures are not placed too close
together.

We believe the Shoreview City Planning Department, and Council should exercise
prudent judgment in weighing the applicant’s temporary “hardship” of additional
building cost, against the negative real estate impact to the applicant’s newly
proposed home and the existing home. It is easy to calculate the additional building
cost; it is harder to precisely assess the real estate value impact due to improper
foundation placement. That doesn’t mean the latter isn’t real or as large and
certainly should not be used as an excuse to throw ones hands up and abandon good
judgment. We believe the City should uphold the set back ordinance.

If however, after careful consideration the City finds that a real hardship exists and
building on the existing 5 foot setback is to be allowed we think the following should
be considered:

The asymmetrical sloped roofline to the north side of house creates too high of a
wall when so close to the property line. Also, when viewed from the road, this
roofline ascends towards the neighbor’s house which further emphasizes the very
small area between houses on the north side compared to the comparatively large
open yard on the south side. It would not be a perfect solution to the situation, but
possibly a single gable roof would decrease the height of the north wall and at least
not emphasize the substandard distance between the homes.

Sincerely, Michael and Kelly Lyden
















































































































































































































